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STATE OF UTAH 
GREAT SALT LAKE AUTHORITY 
' Plaintiff and Respondent, 
v. 
ISLAND RANCHING COMPANY 
' Defendant and Appellant. 
APPELLANT'S 
PETITION FOR REHEARING 
Case No. 
10395 
ISLAND RANCHING COMP ANY, Appellant, here-
with petitions this Court pursuant to Rule 76 (e), U.R.C.P., 
for a rehearing on the merits of several issues raised in 
Points II, III, and IV of this Appeal. 
This Petition for Rehearing is founded upon the fol-
lowing grounds:* 
*Parenthetically, it is noted in this Petition that the parties have 
been, at several points in the majority opinion, mistakenly designated. 
At least, the context of the sentence structure would suggest a term 
having reference to the opposite party men'tioned. Thus, on page 1 of 
the IAdvanced Opinion, paragraph .4, line 1, t'he word '1>efendant" 
should be substituted in place of "Plaintiff". On page 2, paragraph 5, 
line 1, the word "Defendant" should be altered to read "Plaintiff", and 
on 'the last line of page 2 of the majority opinion, the word "Defendant" 
should be inserted in place of "Plaintiff" so that 'the sentence would 
read "* * * of the Defendant or others5". 
2 
(1) Grant of Eminent Domain Power. 
(a) The majority opinion, in determining that GSLA 
has been granted the power to condemn Antelope Island, 
property of Appellant, has failed to consider the universal 
presumption that the eminent domain power is construed 
strictly against the party seeking its exercise and that the 
power cannot be sustained when dependent on mere argu-
ment, innuendos or implication. 
(b) The interpretation given by the majority opinion 
to the phrase, "by donation, purchase agreement, lease or 
other lawful means" (65-8-6(10) U.C.A.), in holding that 
the same bestows the eminent domain power as to Ante-
lope Island, is patently in error and without judicial prece-
dent. It ignores the fundamental proposition of law that 
in our society, a man's property shall not be taken from 
him involuntarily by government action, unless that "tak-
ing" is supported by the clearest statutory declaration. 
(2) Territorial Limitation Issue. The majority opinion, 
to determine and find the territorial limits of GSLA, has 
erroneously relied exclusively upon the title to the GSLA 
Law rather than the enacted law itself. 
(3) Delegation of Legislative Authority Issue. The ma-
jority opinion, in determining that the GSLA Law is not 
unconstitutional due to the lack of legislative standards, 
has totally failed to consider the fact that the Law does not 
specify or delegate performance of the public objectives to 
be achieved. 
(4) Due Process of Law Issue. The infirmities of the 
GSLA Law, both constitutional and statutory, raised in 
this Appeal, but now made operative as against the owner 
of Antelope Island by the majority opinion, clearly violate 
the sanctuaries of Amendment XIV of the United States 
Constitution. 
"* * * nor shall any State deprive any per-
son of life, liberty, or property, without due process 
of law, * * * " 
and Article I, Section 7 of the Utah State Constitution: 
"No person shall be deprived of life, liberty, 
or property, without due process of law," 
both guaranteed to Appellant. 
In presenting this Petition, Appellant is full aware of 
the precedent established by this Court to the effect that a 
Petition for Rehearing must properly evidence a failure of 
the majority opinion to consider a material argument or 
factor in the appeal, or that the conclusions reached in the 
majority opinion are erroneous as a matter of law. In re 
McKnight, 4 Utah 237, 9 Pac. 299 (1886). Also, the basis 
for the Petition must be one which would be likely to result 
in an alteration of the original opinion. Utah Savings and 
Loan Assoc. v. Mecham, 12 U. 2d 335, 366 P. 2d 598 (1961); 
Salt Lake City v. Telluride Power Company, 82 Utah 622, 
26 P. 2d 822 ( 1933) ; Brown v. Pickard, 4 Utah 292, 9 Pac. 
573 ( 1886). 
The Court, based upon the grounds set forth in this 
Petition and the accompanying Brief, as well as other 
4 
grounds of which the Court may, on its own motion, take 
cognizance, Metropolitan Water Distri'ct of Southern Cali-
fornia v. Adarns, 19 Cal. 2d 463, 122 P. 2d 257 (1942), 
should order a rehearing of this case on its merits. 
The gravity and consequences of this Appeal warrant 
and justify oral argument in connection with this Petition 
for Rehearing. Appellant respectfully requests the same. 
Respectfully submitted, 
GEORGE W. LATIMER, 
and 
ROBERT S. CAMPBELL, JR., 
of 
PARSONS, BERLE, EVANS 
& LATIMER, 
520 Kearns Building, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, 
Attorneys for Appellant. 
